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Summary

,,1

,7

.-1-

USing the most current national data available,,,,a study was con-
,

ducted.to investigate the level,of Ontario's contributions to its

university system in Yelationito the other nine Canadian pro%-inces.

The approach that was utilized in this comparison was to trace

the student enrolment figures and provincial contributions to

operating revenues from 1971-72 until 1973-74 in orderto see
..

what the levels of support on a per student basis had been. All

-of the basic data were generated and reported by Statistics

Canadabut some corrections had to be made to these figures.

.

It should be noted that the provincial/ c ntributions utilized in

this study may not be\ompletely acc ratt because A changes in the

ikporting fprmat fromTyarto-year; however, it is unlikply that

the relative standings of provinces would be affected by the

tnaccuradies.

6

The results of the study showed a dramatic decreasing position for

Ontario i its funding ona per student basis when compared 'to the
. )

other' provinces'. In 19714,72)and'1972,73 Ontatio's per student

contributions weYe above the national averagg by $55.and"464 res-
.

pectively and ranked third in-Canada, while In 1973-74 Ontario's'

per student contribution was $45.below thi national average and

the.province ranked sixth in,the nation.. The preliminary data

for 1974-75 indicate a Lc-ntinued deteriorating positioi for

.Ontario, falling even fdrther behind the national average and

having a lower rank order position...

1

.aelative y speaking, in 1973-74, Ontario would have had to con-0

- tribute approximately $12.4 million in order to match the per

student contribution, average of the other \7 sprovinces. In 197 7 _ .

the preliminary data indicte that the gap'between Ontari per

student contribution and the average of the other prov'nCes had

4
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grown to $47 million.. As another,o4nt of comparison, the
4

difference between Britigh Columra's per student contributions
s

and that of Ontario has been of large proportions/during each

comparative year and in 1973-74 alone the funds/ needed b"17 Ontario

__to_marth British Goluffibia's level Af- per atud nt

was approximate* $91 million. The financi 1 eseimates. for
.

,
.

.

1975-76- show that the gap between Ontario and the national
---.

average has grown larger. .

,

,
°

The Tesuits of this study not subftantiate rec6nt statements

th'at imply that Ont 'universities have been funded on a per 4,

studentAbasi generously than universities in all other

provinces The opposite 'is the case whe looking at,per student

contr utions: especially' when one recogAiz.es that,Ontario univer-
, ----

ies educate a disproportiohately large share of graduate

students.

4t

B1

L

A In a letter to the editor of_tift Hamilton Spectator:, Wednesday,
January a, 1975., page six, Mr. Auld, Minister of Colleges and
Universities stated that, "...the laEeSt figures (1971-72) from
Statistics Canada indicate that Ontario has the highest rate of
per-student expend'tures. in Canada, The province'stotalcontri-
bution to universi iese.:operating expenditures, including funds,
for assisted resear h, was $2,805.36 per student as compared to
ftgura,s of $2,627.8 for Western Canada, $2,139.71, for Quebec. and.
$1,999.12 for the M4..itiqe.. Statistics Canada's figures for
spending on higher education on a per capita basis )md as a
percentage of aosp provincial.expenditures also show Ont io's
support to be greeter than any other region of Canada.

Not only has Canada led the world in spending on,411tor education, -
but Ontario has led Canada".

'
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Research Design
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A time period was selected £o/".11.4s st based on A availability

of consistent and reliable. financial data from Statistics Cahada

and the Canadian Association of University BusinesS Officers. Vince

this joint venture was oni37-ThegufFE5T-the 1971-72 fiscal year,' and,

the data, were just completed for 1973-74, the period of time to be

covered for the study was defined by this limit of usable data.

These fidancial figures arbaSically comparable because the

repofting format standardize/ revenue and income, the same defin-s

itions being used by -each-r orting institution. This'is especially

important since revenue/for Ca tal purposes andfancillary enter-
...,

prises has been separated from operating revenue. However, the'

.CAUBO datahad to, be changed, because some of the Ontario institutions

ware not'included in.1971-72 and 1972-73. It does appear, hOwever,

that the 197-74 reporting Ls accurate for all of the provinces,ti

Enrolment data came from the StatiAtics Canada, publications that

covered -the same peripd of time. Although complete standardization

of student statistics is virtdally,tmpossible becauseof the

)different definitions used by Canadian universities, these data

are believed to,,te of sufficient quality to identify trend's in

levels Of-support by the provinces."

It was also acide4 that enrolment figures should be compared as

to full-time/part-time enrolments anid undergraduate/graduaq enrol-

ments for, each of the provinces durilmg the same period qf time.

Another analysis was'clone concerning proliincial contributions to

% student financial aid programmes. since tuition and "fee income

provides another source of revenue i!Or universities; the impact of
4

these sources of funds was also explored in the study. /
. .

e

Though there may be technical arguments about the standardization

I
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used by Statistics Canada, the final results make it clear that

there were substantial disparities betwee

contributed by the different 'provinces.

Enrolment Data

.4'

4

Table 1 reports the number of full-time and part-time students

els of .Support

both at undergraduate and.gradvitte levels that were enrolled in

each province during the three-year period (1971-73). .)This table

also shows the percentage of 'students.enrolled in each province

'in each category for the three different academic years. The

`tabulation/show that Ontario had consistently educated at least

40%lof the Canadian university students. Since Ontario's

population accounts for approximately 35% of Canada's populZtion,

Dntario,enrolls a relatively larger share of Can Tian university.

students. 'nese figur0 do not take into qccount the students

who are enrolled in' Grade 13 in "dntario, and of c urSe the_number

of students-in this programme adds to tjle commitmept of the pr ince

to provide anot her'level of educatitinal opporturptiles and,i greases
7

the relative education burdeN to the province..

/Table 1 also derdonstrates that the ab.soluteAUmber of full -time
.4

"graduate students has' remained relativ,-6 stable4for 13:on-DJ-lb-aria
tt

and Canada as a whol./ There were only 82 more.graduate students -4-
.

in Ontario in 1973-74'than in 1971-724. The larger increases-in

graduate student enrolments have occurredin the pth-time
A

category, but even so the Ontario growth in'real numbers has

,just kept relative pace with the rest of Canada. .,Enrolment

growth has been occurring in undergraduate student enrollt s,

for both Atario and the rest of the country.

6

., . :.r i
-, Table 2 shows the'total full7tim4, partItime and ful -time

r--:--
equivalent stud.lts for all of the provinces. Aft :r the conV.er-

. si6n of part -tbe students into full-time equiva ent studpnts%
.

7
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o's are of FTE students for 1973-74 is 42% of the national

n olment figures.

In bot Table 1 and 2, the p ttern of cliange for Onario's unive

sity rolinyt-figures is onsistent,with that, of the rest of

Caned .6en though thQl<e has been an increase during the three-

yea period of 7,054 full-time students; 8,503 part -time students;

qfl 9,483 full-time equivalent students, thiS.growth hag been

comparable to the rest of' the dountry, since Rntario's student

efixolment perceritke of Canadian university e4rolments has remained

"
. ,

stable.

Provincia Grants per FTE' Student

/The dOhtributionsof'provincial funds' to un sity operating

revenue is reporte in Table 3.. The results show tha the

largest and wealthiest province, Ontario contributes the greateS-E-----

amount in 'totalt dollars td universities.

0
The,--t--Sult of Table

# 4 demonstrate how the relative position of

Ontario yuiversities in Canada has deteriorated during the years

> under investigation. 'In this three;year comparison, Ontarifo has
t

fallen-from third id the nation as 6f as per student contributions.

are concerned to si
t
h in the nat36n. ,At the beginning year of

/- .

197P-72? Ontario/vas
oe

-a
ilio e the tiona l av rage by $55 per student,

was again above the national average by $64 in 1972-73,,and dropped .

to $45,pettudent below,the national average in 1973-74. When
c'

Ontario's per student support is compared to British Columbia's cl.

for the same period, we find difference,s of $662, $555 and $573

pet student respectively.

for purposes of illustrationit was decided to translate these

per-studen

2
discrepancies intOdollarammounts that Ontario would \

/
P

et
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,/ need to have added to it le el, of appropriations fclr universities

in order to match t,he nat'io'n -1\average or British Columbia's level

in 73-74,and 1974-75 (see Table 5). The calculation used to

generate he required funds required the computati6n of the average

national contribut,lon per student by excluding Ontario. 'Simply
. .

.

using the nations verage with-Ontario in the analysis would have

still resulted in Ontario being heloW,the national average.

Table 5

Theoretical Fund Increases Needed for Ontarit

to Equalize per Stbdent Contribution
r '

(in $ millions) A

National Average ,National Average BritAth Columbia
-(Ontario included) (apart from.Ontario)

1993-.74
. 7.2

1974-75** 2-k9

** using prjelimjnary figures.

,

12.4

46.7

4

91.2

105.5

4n order to checkthe validity of this per s rd

contributions per student were also calculated

Methods.*

AA,

comparison,

wo -aiterpative

* Using actUal FTE students reported by,CAUBO, the dollar values per
student were slight1?-lower because the,TEs,-were higher. This'com-,
parison showed that Ontario ranked sixth; wag below are national
average by $139 per student; and was below British Columbia by
$586 per student. Also, a ca ulatiori wasmadeMsing-14/3 full-
time enrolment figures only. T is compirison fo 1973-74\showed
that Ontario ranked sixth in the nation; wg-g.be w the nablional

average by 06 per studeni; and was below Briti h Columbiy by .

a572.

or* ...I,
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Also, itfshould be noted that the preliminary data for J974-75

points. dfdhatically,to the fact that Ontario's level of contri-

but.ion has falleneven further behind than during the period

of this study. These preliminary figures for 1974-75 are

reported in Table 6. As reported in Table 5 we find that Ontario-
.

in 1974-75 would have had to contribute $46.7 million'to match

the average of the'other provinces and '105.5 millif5n to keep

pace with British Columbia's per student contribucAon. Also,

its rank position fell from sixth to seventFb in Canada.

ti

Table 6

.Provincial Contributions per Student Using 1974-75 P iminary Da a*

Newfoundland

Prince Edward nihnd

Nova Scotia

New%Brunswick

Quebec

[Ontario

Manitoba

Saskatchewhn

Alberta

_British Columbia

Canada-

Provincial- contribution.,

Eontributions FTE per
v

in $000 Enrolments Student

$ 28,679 7,011 $4,090

4,450 1,637 2,7l

54,500 18,867 2',889
.

.

N'. 36,300 11,740 .3,092
. . .

295,580 89,557 3,300

5,600 169,372 3,026

4,648 20,271 3,18'9.

,. 45,500 15,421 2,9.51

109,400 32,459 '. 3,370

1110Zt0 32,622 ,, 3,652

4
.

$1,270,797 398,957 ' $3,185.

* Source:. Statistics Canhda, estimated, data..

Rank

9

o*

I

I



, ,

rt

4'

-- 12

,.. v
.:. .Proiections for 1975-76 show at the. osition of Ontario unDver-.
A i .. N .

.

'sities wip slip even rther b ind with a rank order of nine and-

behind the average 'of ,h( ther'prvinces by $450 per student.* Thg

1974-75 figures reported a di erenc of $276. With Ontario in-

cluded in the national average the e pective differences are $260

per student in 19/5':16 and?159 per' tu t in 1974-75.

Tuition a-nd Fee

Table' reports to

operatidg'rev me t

Incomes

n and.fee'income by province, rcentage of

t these figures represent ank order position

and co' res the'rank to theiloreviously 're

7

4 1,

. 1

ted.ranks for operhting

nts per student ..(see Tab1e,r41, It s evident that there is an -/
/.

.inverse reltiopshib between the -vel of tuition and fees and pro- ,

///vincial contributionp.40or,,,itu .1*, i.e. provinces which contribute %- /'-<-'--

Table 7

Tuition and F Income as a Percentage of Canadian Undyersit'

Newfoundland

Prince Edward Island

.Nova Scotia.

New Brunswick

Qyebec

Operating Income for 1973-74

Tuition & Fee Percent

Income of Operating
in $000 Revenue Rank

$ 4',483

ill

9,821

'6,38f 3

48,327

13.7

20.1

15.3

[Ont,ario

Manitoba

SA'skatchewan

Alberta

ritish Columbia

trCanada

Source: AUEO, 193374

107.4881 15.2

9,581 11:7

- 7,915 15.6

, 16,357 11.1

15,947 10.3

$227,804 13.7

6

1

3

3

7

Per St6d,ent

Con ribut4on
Rank

2

10

8

9

'5

0

t.

10

"
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1

Iligherioper rig support on a per student basis charge l'o'wer

tuition d f ell Although Ontario's contributions per, student

are-3ow4r han the average for Canada, tuition,anefees'paid by

tufits are above th national average.

r

Because of this, it was decided 'minvestigate the amount of

operating revenue that was generatedTor universities from tuition

and fee income. -Table 7 showed that the range of the percentage

of tuition and feel; ofoperating revenue was from 10.3% to,20.1%..
E

.
From the earlier comparison of, operating grants needed to match

gritish ColUmlocia and the national average (see Table 5), we find

,

e higher percentage Of operating revenue generated by

tuition and fees translates'into the following..dollar amounts:

1) Increased income for Ontario as compared

to national average (Ontario included)
X10.6 million

2) Increased income for Ontario, universities

as mpared to the hat ional average $17.7 million

-(apart from Ontario)

3) Increased income for Ontario univers ties $350 million

as compared to British Columbia

These findings then eliminate the differences repAted in Table 5

between Ontario and the national average. British Columbia's level

of con ution would require $5)6.2 million vs. $91.2 milfion.

This analysis then shows that the higher amounts Of income generated

by 'flon and fees do affect the gaps reported for 1973-74 and

eliminate theme ifference betweenOntario and the ,national average

even though there' still is a large difference between Ontario and

British Columbia.
A

However, since Ontario has decided not tb increase tuition andfees

1

16

111
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for 1974--7-5 a d 1975-/b, tuition, and fees as a percen age of

-operating.reveftuAwill grow smalfer for Ontario. Rem bering the

findings that Ontario was below the national average of\ per'student

icontributions by only $45 per squdent in 1973-74 (Tabl 4) ; is

expected to be below by $159 in 1974-75 (Table 6); and b low the

projected value of the national average by $260 per stpde t

1975-76,.the tuition and fie income will not compensate for the

expected differences between Ontario and the nationAlaverage in

1974 -75 or 1975-76.

Student Financial Assistance Programmes

Since provincial contributions to studeq financial assistance pro-.

grammes-represent another kind of fib\ancial contribution to univer-

sity education, it wa.s-decided to seelif any conclusions could be

drawn from the available data. Unfortunately, the formatting 4f

the reports issed by Statistics Canfrda make it impossible to'com-
.

pare these contributions from an inter-provincial perspective.

Funding has either been reported as to al awards to post-secondary

education without differentidting between universities andcom7

munity colleges, or the report has combined federal-and provincial

contributions together.

There was nevertheless an Observable trend prose in these data

which seemed to warrapt further investigation. It app red as if

Ontario's programme in total dollar amounts represented about 1%

of the funds spent on sucflprogrammes throughout the nation. Since

that percentage was the same as Ontario's share of university

students in Canada, it was decided to'investiate tbe,possibility

of there being a correlation between student enrolment and total

dolt's contributed by Ontario to student financial aid. The

1



results of this comparison are reported in Table 8.

of

) i
Table.8

Financial Assistance Grants per FTE Students in Ontario

Amount in* , . Grants'per"

-$000 FTE Students tTE
i

.

1671-72 60,152 150,834 $400.

1972 -7.3 . 64,472 152,691 422**
(

1973-74 67,389 4
%

0,317 .420 .

t .

* *

Funds 'Were .reported in the Ministry bf Colleges and Universities

Statistsical Summary for the resnctive years

Tuition was increased $3.00 per student this year.

11.

4 e
Table 8 indicates that there is a correlation between student

F. enrolment and the total dollars allocated. by Ontario for s&Ident*.
4 .

assistance. This result justifies the conclusion that even

t.hough Ontariohas the. largest fingncial aid programme; it has 0

) not gown disproportionately in relation to enioiM&nt growth.
.

,,..,..

A forthcoming report from Statistics Canada on financial '..

assistanceiprogrammes.in;Canada may shed more light on this

/ topic.

*A.

i8'

N-\
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ConcludiniRemarks

Tablie 9 reports the number of FTE students in both t; he under-

graduate and graduAeyrogrammes. As mentioned earlier, the

'number of graduate students has grown at a muchAiower pace than
di

undergraduates, but the relative burden of
-

graduat education is

higher for Ontario, than its burden of undergraduate education.

.,, *iv*. ,

4 Ar ev
Ontarios universities have provided educatiopal ,. experienCi for

/

the citizens Of Ontario, despite the more damn ing mix of stu-

dents, at a lower level of government funding pCr student than '

"\12e national average and at a much lower level of government

funding per student than some other provincial university systems.

Table 9

0 FTE Undergraduate and Graduate Enrolments for 1973-74

FTE

Undergraduates A
FTE

Graduates

Newfoundland .

?

, c7,07.54t 2.1 433 0.9

Prince Edward Island, 1,718' 0.5

Nova Scotia 15,996 ( 4.7 1,290 2t9

New Brunswick 11,347 3.3 546 1.2

Quebec 72,433 21.5 11,409 '26.3

Ontario 140,978 41.9 19,340 44.6

Manitoba ' 17,996
1

5.3 v 2,003 4.6

Saskatchewan 14.,k12 4.2 792 1.8

Alberta 27,624 8.2 ' 3,643 8.4

British Columbia 26,421 7.8 3,900 8.9

Canada 335,701 100.0 43,356 100.0

AJG:tk,
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